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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1 - 36 are pending. Applicant has amended claims 1,13 and 26 in 
response to the prior Office Action. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as 
set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be 
patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-9, 12-21, 24-33 & 36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Bolmarcich et al (US 6,539,435) in view of Stevens (Unix 
Network Programming, 1990), and further in view of Colyer (US 5,862, 328). 

4. Bolmarcich was cited in the prior Action. Stevens was cited in the prior Action. 
Colyer was necessitated by amendment. 

5. As per claim 1, Bolmarcich discloses a method of inter-process communication 
between at least two application processes on one computer (col. 2, In. 31-34, 
method of inter-process communication between two program tasks on a 
computer); The first process communicating with the second process using the 
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first connection if the first connection is successfully established (col. 2, In. 44-48, 
a first process of a program communicates with a second process using a first 
connection); the first process starting a third process of the second application if 
the first process fails to establish a connection with the second process (col. 2, 
In. 49-52, a first task on a first program can start a task on a second program); 
the first process initiating a first connection to the second process (col. 2, In. 49- 
52, a first process connects to a second that either accepts or rejects the 
connection); a first process of a first application (col. 2, In. 31-24, a first 
application that contains a first task); inter-process communications between at 
least two application processes is restricted to communications between 
applications running on a single computer (col. 2, In. 15-19, parallel programs 
running on one computer such as the IBM PS2). 

6. Bolmarcich fails to explicitly disclose determining a name of a first file in a file 
system of the computer, the name of the first file being associated with a second 
application, the first file containing information for the first process to connect to a 
second process of the second application for inter-process communication 

7. Whereas, Stevens, in an analogous art discloses determining a name of a first 
file in a file system of the computer, the name of the first file being associated 
with a second application, the first file containing information for the first process 
to connect to a second process of the second application for inter-process 
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communication (pg. 108, a pipe initiates another process from a calling process, 
where a pipe contains the information for the first process to connect to the 
second); The first process initiating a first connection to the second process 
using the information contained in the first file (pg. 108, a first process initiates a 
connection to a second process using pipes). One of ordinary skill in the art, at 
the time the invention was made, would have modified the teachings of to include 
the teachings of Stevens in order to enable a process to quickly and efficiently 
call another process. 

8. Bolmarcich as modified by Stevens fails to explicitly disclose under control of a 
single instance of an operating system. Whereas, in an analogous art, Colyer 
teaches that OS2 v. 2.0 is one instance of an operating system that runs on an 
IBM PS2 computer (col. 7, In. 13-15). One of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made, would have modified the teachings of Bolmarcich in 
view of Stevens to include a single instance of an operating system such as OS2 
in order for the IBM PS2 computer to manage its hardware and software 
resources. 

9. As per claim 2, the system of Bolmarcich as modified by Stevens and Colyer 
discloses the invention substantially as claimed and also discloses the first 
process initiating a connection to the third process in response to the third 
process informing the first process that the third process is ready for a 
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connection (col. 2, In. 44-52, a task of the first program initiates connections to 
any task of the second program, col. 4, In. 55-62, when task of the passive 
program notifies that it is ready receive connections from the active program). 
Claim 2 is also rejected under the same reasons as claim 1. 

10. As per claim 3, the system of Bolmarcich as modified by Stevens and Colyer 
discloses the invention substantially as claimed and also discloses the third 
process is started in server mode without a user interface (col. 4, In. 55-56, 
connection to the server program to initiate a task, where a server inherently 
includes all servers regardless of a user interface). Claim 3 is also rejected 
under the same reasons as claim 1 above. 

1 1. As per claim 4, the system of Bolmarcich as modified by Stevens and Colyer 
discloses the invention substantially as claimed and also discloses that the first 
process fails to establish a connection with the second process because the 
second process is not running (col. 2, In. 31-35, a method for establishing a 
connection between two programs each having one or more tasks, where if one 
program does not have one or more task, a connection will fail). Claim 4 is also 
rejected under the same reasons as claim 1 above. 

12. As per claim 5, the system of Bolmarcich as modified by Stevens and Colyer 
discloses the invention substantially as claimed and also discloses the first file 
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being missing from the file system indicates that the second process is not 
running (Stevens, pg. 108-110, a pipe initiates another process and is available 
in the standard I/O library. See pg. 108, Client/Server example using the 'popen' 
function. See forks on pg 1 10. If there is no data in the fork, then the process is 
not running). Claim 5 is also rejected under the same reasons as claim 1 above. 

13. As per claim 6, the system of Bolmarcich as modified by Stevens and Colyer 
discloses the invention substantially as claimed and also discloses when the first 
process is started, the first process determining if a fourth process of the first 
application is running (col. 5, In. 37-42, task manager determines if processes 
are running); the first process requesting the fourth process to perform a task for 
the first process if the fourth process is running (col. 5, In. 2-5, the first process 
can request fourth process to perform task by sending message until client task 
is prepared to receive message); and the first process exiting after requesting the 
fourth process to perform the task for the first process (col. 5, In. 6-7, tasks can 
be free running). Claim 6 is also rejected under the same reasons as claim 1 
above. 

14. As per claim 7, the system of Bolmarcich as modified by Stevens and Colyer 
discloses the invention substantially as claimed and also discloses the first 
process of the first application determining a name of a second file in the file 
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system of the computer, the name of the second file being associated with the 
first application (Stevens, pg. 108-1 10, using pipes and forks a first process can 
determine the name of a second file in the file system of a computer, the name of 
the second file being associated with the first application). Claim 7 is also 
rejected under the same reasons as claim 1 above. 

15. As per claim 8, the system of Bolmarcich as modified by Stevens and Colyer 
discloses the invention substantially as claimed and also discloses the second 
file being missing from the file system indicates that the fourth process of the first 
application is not running (Stevens, pg. 108-110, a pipe initiates another process 
and is available in the standard I/O library. See pg. 108, Client/Server example 
using the popen function. See forks on pg 110. If there is no data in the fork, 
then the process is not running). Claim 8 is also rejected under the same 
reasons as claim 1 above. 

16. As per claim 9, the system of Bolmarcich as modified by Stevens and Colyer 
discloses the invention substantially as claimed and also discloses the use of a 
parallel program where each program contains one of more tasks (Bolmarcich, 
col. 5, In. 37-42), where when one task is failed to connect to another task, it 
forwards the request to another task (Bolmarcich, col. 2, In. 45-52); the second 
file contains information for the first process to connect to a fourth process for 
inter-process communication; failure in connecting to the fourth process using the 
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information contained in the second file indicates that the fourth process of the 
first application is not running; and success in connecting to the fourth process 
using the information contained in the second file indicates that the fourth 
process of the first application is running (Bolmarcich, col. 2, In. 45-52 & col. 5, 
In. 37-42). Claim 9 is also rejected under the same reasons as claim 1 above. 

. 17. As per claim 12, the system of Bolmarcich as modified by Stevens and Colyer 
discloses the invention substantially as claimed and also discloses when the 
second process is started, the second process determining if a fourth process of 
the second application is running (Bolmarcich, col. 5, In. 37-42, task manager 
determines if processes are running); the second process requesting the fourth 
process to perform a task for the second process if the fourth process is running 
(Bolmarcich, col. 5, In. 2-5, the first process can request fourth process to 
perform task by sending message until client task is prepared to receive 
message); and the second process exiting after requesting the fourth process to 
perform the task for the second process (Bolmarcich, col. 2, In. 6-7, tasks can be 
free running). Claim 12 is also rejected under the same reasons as claim 1. 

18. As per claim 13, it is an apparatus claim with same limitations as claim 12 and 
rejected under the same reasons. 
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19. As per claim 25, the system of Bolmarcich as modified by Stevens and Colyer 
discloses the invention substantially as claimed and also discloses inter-process 
communication between at least two processes on one computer (Bolmarcich, 
col. 2, In. 15-19, parallel programs running on one computer). Claim 25 is also 
rejected under the same reasons as claims 1 & 13 above. 

20. As per claims 14 & 26, they are apparatus and system claims with same 
limitations as claim 10 and rejected under the same reasons. 

21 .As per claims 15 & 27, they are apparatus and system claims with same 
limitations as claim 1 1 and rejected under the same reasons. 

22. As per claims 16 & 28, they are apparatus and system claims with same 
limitations as claim 10 and rejected under the same reasons. 

23. As per claims 17 & 29, they are apparatus and system claims with same 
limitations as claim 1 1 and rejected under the same reasons. 



24. As per claims 18 & 
limitations as claim 



30, they are apparatus and system claims with same 
10 and rejected under the same reasons. 
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25. As per claims 19 & 31 , they are apparatus and system claims with same 
limitations as claim 1 1 and rejected under the same reasons. 

26. As per claims 20 & 32, they are apparatus and system claims with same 
limitations as claim 10 and rejected under the same reasons. 

27. As per claims 21 & 
limitations as claim 

28. As per claims 24 & 36, they are apparatus and system claims with same 
limitations as claim 10 and rejected under the same reasons. 

29. Claims 10, 11, 22, 23, 34 & 35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Bolmarcich in view of Stevens and Colyer, and further in 
view of Strom et al (US Patent 7,010,796). 

30. As per claim 10, the system of Bolmarcich as modified by Stevens and Colyer 
discloses the invention substantially as claimed and but fails to disclose the first 
process communicates with the second process using the first connection 
through an Application Programming Interface (API). 



33, they are apparatus and system claims with same 
1 1 and rejected under the same reasons. 
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31. Whereas, Strom in an analogous art discloses the first process communicates 
with the second process using the first connection through an Application 
Programming Interface (API) (Strom, col. 4, In 23-27 / Fig. 8, #127 & 137). One 
of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention was made, would have 
modified the teachings of Bolmarcich in view of Stevens and Colyer, to include 
the API methods of Strom in order to enable cross-platform inter-process 
controls. 

32. As per claim 1 1 , the system of Bolmarcich as modified by Stevens, Colyer and 
Strom discloses the invention substantially as claimed and also discloses the 
Application Program Interface (API) is platform independent (Strom, col. 4, In 23- 
27 /Fig. 8, #127 & 137). 

33. As per claims 22 & 34, they are apparatus and system claims with same 
limitations as claim 10 and rejected under the same reasons. 

34. As per claims 23 & 35, they are apparatus and system claims with same 
limitations as claim 1 1 and rejected under the same reasons. 
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Response to Arguments 

35. Applicant's arguments, filed 4/30/2007, with respect to Oath/Declaration have 
been fully considered and are persuasive. The objection of the Oath/Declaration 
has been withdrawn. 



36. In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the 
references of Bolmarcich and Stevens, the examiner recognizes that 
obviousness can only be established by combining or modifying the teachings of 
the prior art to produce the claimed invention where there is some teaching, 
suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the references themselves or in 
the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art. See In re 
Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988) and In re Jones, 958 
F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, Applicant argues that 
because Bolmarcich does not disclose "a single computer" but rather discloses 
"multiple computers" for inter-process communication, the combination of 
references does not teach each and every word of the claim. In this Action, the 
Examiner has particularly mapped out the lines in the Bolmarcich reference that 
pertain to "a single computer" in order to provide further evidence that the 
combined references teach the claim. One of ordinary skill in the art, at the time 
the invention was made, would have recognized the benefits of using pipes 
(Stevens) for inter-process communication on a single computer (Bolmarcich, 
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col. 2, In. 15-19, parallel programs running on one computer such as the IBM 
PS2) in order to enable a process to quickly and efficiently call another process. 

37. Applicant argued in substance, that amendments of claims 1, 13 & 25 to include 
"one operating system" would render the independent claims and dependent 
claims to be patentable. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-36 have 
been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

38. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 

§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 
37CFR 1.136(a). 

39. A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed 
within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory 
action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory 
period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory 
action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be 
calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will 
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the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

40. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Parham (Paul) R. Fatehi whose telephone 
number is 571-270-1407. The examiner can normally be reached on M-Th 
9:30AM-8PM EST, off Fridays. 

41 . If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, William Thomson can be reached on (571)272-3718. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 
571-273-8300. 
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42. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR 
only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service 
Representative or access to the automated information system, call 800-786- 
9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Paul Fatehi 
AU2191 





